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The quantum state overlap is the textbook measure of the difference between two quantum states. Yet, it
is inadequate to compare the complex configurations of many-body systems. The problem is inherited by
the widely employed quantum state fidelity and related distances. We introduce the weighted distances, a
new class of information-theoretic measures that overcome these limitations. They quantify how hard it is
to discriminate between two quantum states of many particles, factoring in the structure of the required
measurement apparatus. Therefore, they can be used to evaluate both the theoretical and the experimental
performances of complex quantum devices. We also show that the newly defined “weighted Bures length”
between the input and output states of a quantum process is a lower bound to the experimental cost of the
transformation. The result uncovers an exact quantum limit to our ability to convert physical resources into

computational ones.
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Introduction.—Quantum particles are the building
blocks of light and matter, but they can display very
complex configurations. An important goal of quantum
theory is to describe their differences with simple metrics.
The state overlap |(i|)| is the standard proxy to compare
two wave functions |i), |j), and it has a compelling
statistical meaning: it quantifies how hard it is to discrimi-
nate two pure states via a single quantum measurement [1].
The overlap is instrumental to build the Fubini-Study
distance cos~! |(i|j)| [2,3], which evaluates the distinguish-
ability of two quantum states in terms of how far they are in
the system Hilbert space.

Unfortunately, the state overlap is not fully adequate to
compare many-body wave functions. Very similar states
can be flagged as maximally different. For example, there is
zero overlap between the N-qubit states |0)®V, |0)®V=1]1),
for arbitrarily large N. Moreover, geometrically close states
can have very different properties. Transforming |0)®" into
the entangled Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) state
al0y®N + b|1)®V |al, |b] # 0, 1 takes experimental resour-
ces that grow with the system size [4], e.g., O(N)
operations in gate-based quantum computers [5], however
big their overlap |a| may be.

The same issues plague the generalizations of the state
overlap that quantify the difference between two mixed
states p and o, e.g., the quantum fidelity F(p,o0) =
Tr|p'/?6'/?|, [6,7] and related distances [8]. This fact is
troublesome. As we expect to steadily up-size quantum
technologies, we need trustworthy tools to evaluate the
performances of large noisy quantum machines [9].
Reconstructing the fidelity between, say, the target and
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the output states of a computation is often the only way to
certify that a device is truly quantum without accessing its
inner workings [10-13].

In this Letter, we introduce the weighted distances, a
class of measures for comparing many particle states. A
standard, overlap-based distance quantifies the ability to
discriminate two states of a system via a single optimal
measurement. Here, we consider a more general scenario.
Cooperating observers independently monitor different
subsystems, evaluating the difference between two prepa-
rations of the assigned subsystem by a standard distance.
We construct a weighted sum of these distances, such that
the importance of each observer contribution is inversely
proportional to the size of the assigned subsystem. Since
the difficulty of performing measurements is arguably
related to the size of the required apparatuses, these
quantities weight each contribution in terms of how easy
is it to experimentally implement the related measurement.
We define a weighted distance as the maximum over all
these kinds of weighted sums. The weighted distances
satisfy a set of desirable mathematical properties, certifying
that they are robust information measures. We perform
explicit calculations of interesting case studies, showing
that the newly defined weighted Bures length is more
informative than the related standard Bures length [14,15].
For example, if a large measurement apparatus is needed to
discriminate between two states, their weighted distance is
short, because it is experimentally difficult to distinguish
one state from the other.

Then, we show that the weighted Bures length between
the input and output states of a quantum process is a lower

© 2021 American Physical Society
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bound to the physical resources that are needed to imple-
ment the transformation. That is, the ability to discriminate
two quantum states is never greater than the experimental
cost of transforming one state into the other. The result is
surprising: state distinguishability and state transformation
are considered “quite different” tasks [16]. We demonstrate
that they are related. Previous works established the
minimum time and energy time (“action”) to perform state
transformations [17-22]. The input-output weighted Bures
length is a lower bound to a newly defined index, which
factors the required energy, time, and size of gates for
quantum state preparation. While proving the optimality of
quantum algorithms is notoriously hard [23], the result
highlights a fundamental quantitative limit to quantum
information processing. The bound is also valid for mixed
states and nonunitary state transformations. Hence, it
applies to realistic, noisy quantum dynamics.

Definition and justification of weighted distances.—Let
us call py and oy two arbitrary density matrices that
represent different preparations of an N-particle quantum
system. It is well known that full reconstruction of quantum
states is a daunting task [24]. It is therefore interesting
to build an information measure that captures the difficulty
to discriminate between the two states with a single
measurement. Suppose one can perform all possible
positive operator-valued measures on the system: M =
{M; >0,>, M; =1y} [5]. The ability to distinguish
between py and oy is customarily quantified via maximi-
zation of a certain classical statistical distance d for
probability distributions [8],
d(p.on) maxz da(Tr{Mipy}, Tr{M;oN})

= ZdC](TI'{M,'/)N},TI‘{M,'UN})y (1)

in which M = {/M,} is the most informative measure-
ment. Given three arbitrary density matrices py, oy, and zy,
we assume that the quantity meets the following criteria:

d(py,oy) = 0(non-negativity),

d(py,oy) =0 py = oy (faithfulness),

d(py,oy) = d(Apy), Aloy)), ¥V A (contractivity),
d(py.oy) < d(py,ty) + d(ty,0y) (triangle inequality),

(2)

in which A is a completely positive trace-preserving
(CPTP) map, the most general kind of quantum
operation [5]. The distance is normalized such that
it takes the maximal value M, for orthogonal states
d(py,on) =My < Tr{pyoy} = 0. Indeed, these states
can be discriminated with certainty. Contractivity under
CPTP maps implies that the distance is nonincreasing

under partial trace, d(py,on) = d(py,0y), in which p;
and oy, are the states of a k < N-particle subset. The ability
to extract information from quantum systems depends on
the size of the measurement setup. However, the distance
function is not explicitly dependent on the number of
particles N, nor the size of the optimal measurement
apparatus M. Indeed, there are, in general, several sol-
utions of the maximization in Eq. (1). This degeneracy is
maximal for pairs like the N-qubit states [0)®V, [1)®V: they
are perfectly discriminated by projecting on the computa-
tional bases {0, 1}®*, Vk € [1,N].

Consider therefore a more general scenario, in which
there is a set of cooperating observers that want to
discriminate between py and oy. Each of them performs
the optimal measurements M to discriminate the states
pi, and o, of subsystems composed of k, < N particles
(Fig. 1), then computing d(py .oy ). The setup defines a
measurement partition

Py = {M‘a, > k= N}.

For example, given N = 3, there are the following options:
three observers perform single-site detections, determining
the partition {/\~/ll,/\~/ll,/\~/ll}; an observer makes a
bipartite measurement, and another one performs a sin-
gle-particle measurement, inducing three possible parti-
tions {M?, M'} [25]; a single observer implements a
three-site  measurement AM?>. The measurements on
different subsystems are independent and compatible,
[Mk“i,Mk"i] =0, VM, M e P, . Then, we might
pick the sum of all the contributions ), d(py, .0y ) to
quantify the information that is extractable from Py .
Consequently, the maximal value of the arithmetic sum
over all the system partitions could be a new measure of
state distinguishability. Unfortunately, this quantity would
not take into account that each measurement is performed
on a different number of particles k,. It is experimentally
harder to implement M¥ than any M!<k_ An extreme case
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FIG. 1. Consider two N-particle states py and oyn. A set
of observers compute the distance between the marginal s
tates of subsystems w1th size kg, «kqe =N, given by
d(py,.0x,) = > da(Te{Mpy } Tr{ M} ak }). We quantify
the difficulty to discriminate the two states by a weighted sum
of each observer contribution.
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is the discrimination of the GHZ state from the classically
correlated state |a|?|0) (0]®Y + |b|?|1)(1|®: they are found
to be identical by all measurement setups but a full scale
N-particle detection. By increasing N, it becomes harder to
distinguish the two preparations. Yet, the maximal distance
sum is d(py, oy), which does not depend on N. A better
choice is, for each partition P; , to sum all the observer
contributions, while weighting their relative importance by
the inverse of the size of the measured subsystem

1
Sap, (PnsON) = Zk_d(pka’ o,)- (3)

This more refined quantity filters out system degeneracy,
which manifests when two or more particles are in the same
state. Comparing the two states py = |0)(0|®Y and
oy = [1)(1|®¥0)(0[®¥%, one has &,p, (pn.0n) < kM.
Note that, conversely, the weighted sum ), k,d(py_ . 0y)
overvalues the difference between states. For example, by
choosing the N-particle detection MY, one would have
Nd(py,oy) = Nd(py,0,) = NMy, ¥ k.

We are now ready to quantify the ability to discriminate
two arbitrary N-partite quantum states by a single index:

We define the d weighted distance between two states py
and oy as

Dy(py.on) = rEaX5d,Pka (PnsON)- (4)

ka

We further justify the definition. Since it is a (weighted)
sum of distances with positive weights, the weighted
distance inherits the first, third, and fourth properties of
the distance function in Eq. (1), which we listed in Eq. (2).
The second property, the faithfulness, is satisfied because it
is the maximal one among all the weighted sums in Eq. (3).
See the full proof in the Supplemental Material [26]. The
weighted distance is invariant only under single-particle
unitary maps, while the standard distance d is invariant
under all unitaries. This property is crucial for comparing
many-body configurations, capturing the fact that the
states |00), a|00) + b|11) are more different than |00),
a|00) + b|10). The weighted distance is bounded via the
chain of inequalities

1

Nd(pN’GN) < D,(py.oy) < Nd(py.on) S NMy, (5)

being maximal for “maximally different” preparations,
such that both the global states and all their
marginal states are orthogonal. Note that the importance
of the largest measurement setup does not increase under
trivial extensions of the system. For example, consider
the N-partite states |0)®", |x;x,,...,xy). By adding a
Q-particle register in |0)®2, the new states are |0)®N+C,
|x1x2, ...,XN>‘O>®Q. One has (N+ Q)d(pN+Q’GN+Q) >

Nd(py.oy), while Dy(pnyg.0n10) = Da(pw.0n), since
an N-particle detection MY s still maximally informative.

We test the usefulness of the notion of weighted
distance. Adopting as standard distance the Bures length
B(py,oy) = cos™! F(py,oy) [14,15,27], motivated by the
considerations detailed via Eqgs. (1)-(4), we define the
weighted Bures length as

Dg(py.oy) = mP?XfSB.Pka (P oN)- (6)

a

We compare the two quantities via explicit calculations in
some interesting case studies, see Table I. The results
confirm that the weighted Bures length is more informative
than the standard Bures length. For pure states, the latter is
equal to the Fubini-Study distance [28]. Consequently,
Eq. (6) defines a weighted Fubini-Study distance for pure
states. In general, the full knowledge of the quantum states
under study is required for exact calculations of both
standard and weighted distances, but statistical methods
for estimating standard distances from incomplete data are
readily applicable, by construction, to weighted distance
estimation [29-31].

The weighted Bures length lower bounds the
experimental cost of quantum processes.—The weighted
distances have a clear metrological meaning, being
more sophisticated proxies than standard distances for
state discrimination [33]. An important related question
asks what the cost is of creating very different configura-
tions in terms of physical resources, such as energy and
time. Specifically, generating highly correlated states
from |0)®", transforming an initial state in a very different
output, is a requisite of all quantum algorithms.
Establishing the physical limits to quantum programming,
i.e., how small state preparation circuits can be, is therefore
of great interest, as environmental noise quickly corrupts
them [34]. The results in Table I highlight that, when
calculated between an initial state |[0)®¥ and highly
correlated outputs, the weighted Bures length is monoton-
ically increasing with the size of the system. We show that,
indeed, the weighted Bures length between the initial and
final states of a quantum process is the minimum
experimental cost of the state transformation. We
employ a geometric argument to rigorously prove the
claim (Fig. 2).

A quantum dynamics from an N-qubit input state p to
a final state oy is a path in the stratified Riemannian
manifold of density matrices [8,35]. The state of the
system _ at time ¢ has spectral decomposition
pre = X2 A OIFO) (D). 1 € [0.T], with pyo = py.
py.r = oy. Its rate of change is the time derivative py ,.
One builds a distance measure between two quantum
states py and oy by calculating the minimum of the length
functional [ ||py,||dt for some given norm. In particular,
the input-output Bures length is the distance induced by
the Fisher norm [36]
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TABLE L
the Supplemental Material [26]). Here |GHZ,)

We calculate the standard Bures length and the weighted Bures length, as defined in Eq. (6), for N-qubit states (full details in
= (a|0)® + b|1)®), class, =

(|al*[0){0[®* + [b[*[1){1]®F), and |Dickey ) =

(1/4/ () 32 P:|0)®N=k|1)®* is the N-qubit Dicke state with k excitations [32], in which P; are the possible permutations. The

weighted Bures length is a better descriptor of the difference between multipartite quantum states. If two states become more different by
increasing N, i.e., there are more measurement setups that discriminate between them, the quantity increases. If discriminating two states

becomes harder, the weighted Bures length decreases.

PN-ON B(py.oN) Dy (py.on)
0)®Y, [1)®¢[0)®N* m/2, Vk k(z/2)
[0)®N, |GHZ,) ® |0)®N-* cos™! |a] kcos™! |l
|0)®N | |GHZ,)®k|0)®N -+ cosHalk klcos™ |a|
|0)(0|®¥, class;, ® |0)(0|®NF cos™!al, VI kcos™! |al
|0Y(0|®", class®* @ |0) (0|®N-H cos™!|al¥, VI klcos™ |a|
|0Y®" |Dickey ;) (m/2) Y k Ncos™!(1 — k/N)
10)(0®N, 1,,/2* @ |0)(0[®V* os~! (1/v/2F) keos™!(1//2)

|GHZy)(GHZy |, 1y/2", |al, |b| # 1/v2
classy, Iy/
|GHZ,)(GHZy|, Iy /2", Neven, |a| = |b| = 1//2
classy, Iy/2", Neven, |a| = |b| = 1/3/2
GHZy)(GHZy|

classy,

os1[(lal + [B])/V2"]
os[(la] + [B])/ V2"

Neos™ [(Ja] +[b])/v/2]
Neos™'[(|a| + [b])/ V2]

os~H(1/V2N1) Nz/16
os~H(1/vV2N-1) Nz/16
cos™' va* + b* cos™'va* +b*/N

T
Blpy.ov) = min / low Il

||pNt||]-‘ 24/1 Z‘ r(t |pNt| t>>| ) (7)

As(1)
The first term in Eq. (7) is the classical Fisher norm. The
second one is a purely quantum contribution (related to
the state eigenbasis evolution), being the only term
surviving for unitary maps (the two terms coexist for
generic CPTP operations). We evaluate the cost of
eigenbasis changes, adopting the viewpoint that classical

Ni?%@?@%;m
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FIG. 2. We prove that the weighted Bures length Dy (py, oy) is
a lower bound to the experimental cost of the state transformation
py — on. The bound is also valid for nonunitary quantum
processes.

computations are free. The transformation can be
split into two steps: the eigenvalue change and the
eigenbasis change: py — 7y — oy, in which 7y =
S22V A.(T)|r(0))(r(0)| [37]. The first step can be
always completed via a classical process [38], while
the second one can be implemented by a unitary path
Ty TN0 = Ty, Ty,7 = Oy. For unitary processes, the first
step is redundant, py = 7y. Hence, we quantify the
“quantum cost” for implementing an arbitrary (even
nonunitary) transformation py — oy as

T
Bi(py,oy) = min / lendlzdr.— (8)
unitary pathszy, [q

Suppose we carry out the second step via a
sequence of quantum gates U =IL,U,, U; = e T
(we run Uy, then U,, and so on). The spectral decom-
position of each time-independent Hamiltonian is
Hy= Y20 by lhy) (| by > by Y 1Lom, and T, is
the runtime of each gate. Note that any Hamiltonian H,
affects k, <N particles. Call 7, the intermediate
state at time #; € [0,7,;] while implementing U;, with
T o = Th Ty = Ty. Since time-independent Hamiltonian
dynamics are constant speed processes, one has

S
Bi(py. oy) < / T ol Lt
T[ -l -l
=3 [l = ST ©)
[ 1
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The inequality can be saturated when o (and therefore
7y) is a pure state. The squared speed of the process lower
bounds the variance of the generating Hamiltonian, which
is also constant in time [39],

Vo (H)) =Tr{Hjzy} - Tr{Hmy}2 2 [|5y[[F. ¥ L
(10)

By employing the (halved) seminorm E;:=
(hy, o4 — hy—1)/2 [40], we quantify the cost of the state
transformation in terms of physical resources by

RU, = klElTl = RU = ZRU[. (1 1)
I

The first term k; represents the size of each quantum gate
U,. The second term quantifies the energy requirement for
each gate. Note that E7 >V, (H;), VI The third
contribution is the allowed time interval for each gate.
Factoring in the gate size is essential. A single-qubit
Hamiltonian of spectrum (x, —x) is easier to implement, in
some given time 77, than a k > l-partite interaction
generated by (x,0,...,—x), even though the eigenvalue
zk

gap E, is equal. By remembering Eq. (5) and exploiting
the triangle inequality of the weighted distances, it follows
that the experimental cost Ry of a state transformation
pn — oy is lower bounded by the weighted Bures length
between initial and final states,

Ry, 2 kiB(zy.7y") 2 Dp(y.oy'), VI

= for unitary processes : Ry > Dg(py,0on)s

for general quantum processes: Ry > Dg(ty,0y)-

(12)

The bounds are formally similar to energy-time uncer-
tainty relations and quantum speed limits [17-22], yet
they can be more informative, as they provide a more
nuanced resource count for quantum processes. For
example, they determine the minimum time to complete
state transformations at fixed energy and gate size. Note
that the right-hand side is zero if and only if [py, oy] = 0.
That is, if and only if there exists a classical dynamics
that transforms the input into the output state [38]. The
left-hand inequality in Eq. (12) is saturated when the
intermediate states 74, are the most sensitive ones to the
unitary perturbations Uj; i.e., they are coherent super-
positions (|hy,) + €|h, _1))/V2.¢ € [0.2x]. The result
in Eq. (12) advances our understanding of many-body
quantum processes in three ways. First, it provides a lower
limit to the difficulty to run quantum computations in
terms of an exact, analytical bound, rather than an order of
magnitude [41-43]. Second, it applies to mixed states and

nonunitary processes, beyond the idealized scenario of
perfectly controllable quantum dynamics. Third, the right-
hand side of the bound, the weighted Bures distance, is not
just a numerical value, but it has a physical meaning.
Specifically, the bound highlights that our ability to
manipulate quantum states, e.g., generating entangled
configurations from the input state |0)®, is never greater
than the instrumental experimental cost.

Conclusion—We have introduced the weighted
distances [Eq. (4)], a new class of information measures.
They capture the difficulty in distinguishing many-body
quantum states. Moreover, we uncovered a fundamental
bound to quantum information processing [Eq. (12)]. The
size of state preparation algorithms is never smaller than the
weighted Bures length between the input and the output
states, i.e., our ability to discriminate between the two
states. We anticipate that the weighted distances will help
evaluate the theoretical and experimental performance of
quantum technologies [44] and explore critical properties
of open quantum systems [45].

We thank Andrey Bagrov, Tom Westerhout, and an
anonymous referee for useful comments. The research
presented in this Letter was supported by a Rita Levi
Montalcini Fellowship of the Italian Ministry of Research
and Education (MIUR), Grant No. 54_AI20GDO1 and by
the Templeton World Charity Foundation Power of
Information Fellowship.

*davegirolami @gmail.com
fanza@ucdavis.edu

[1] W. K. Wootters, Statistical distance and Hilbert space, Phys.
Rev. D 23, 357 (1981).

[2] G. Fubini, Sulle metriche definite da una forme Hermitiana,
Atti del Reale Istituto Veneto di Scienze, Lett. ed Arti 63,
502 (1904).

[3]1 E. Study, Krzeste Wege im komplexen Gebiet, Mathe-
matische Annalen Vol. 60 (Springer Science and Business
Media, New York, 1905), p. 321.

[4] D. M. Greenberger, M. A. Horne, and A. Zeilinger, Going
beyond Bell’s theorem, in Bell’s Theorem, Quantum
Theory, and Conceptions of the Universe, edited by M.
Kafatos (Kluwer, Dordrecht, 1989), p. 69.

[5] M. A. Nielsen and I.L. Chuang, Quantum Computation
and Quantum Information (Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, England, 2000).

[6] C. A. Fuchs and C. M. Caves, Ensemble-Dependent Bounds
for Accessible Information in Quantum Mechanics, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 73, 3047 (1994).

[7] R.Jozsa, Fidelity for mixed quantum states, J. Mod. Opt. 41,
2315 (1994).

[8] I. Bengtsson and K. Zyczkowski, Geometry of Quantum
States (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2007).

[9] J. Preskill, Quantum computing in the NISQ era and
beyond, Quantum 2, 79 (2018).

170502-5


https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.23.357
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.23.357
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.73.3047
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.73.3047
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500349414552171
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500349414552171
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2018-08-06-79

PHYSICAL REVIEW LETTERS 126, 170502 (2021)

[10] Y.-C. Liang, Y.-H. Yeh, P. E. M. F. Mendona, R. Y. Teh, M.
D. Reid, and P. D. Drummond, Quantum fidelity measures
for mixed states, Rep. Prog. Phys. 82, 076001 (2019).

[11] E. Knill, D. Leibfried, R. Reichle, J. Britton, R.B.
Blakestad, J.D. Jost, C. Langer, R. Ozeri, S. Seidelin,
and D. J. Wineland, Randomized benchmarking of quantum
gates, Phys. Rev. A 77, 012307 (2008).

[12] T. Monz, P. Schindler, J. T. Barreiro, M. Chwalla, D. Nigg,
W. A. Coish, M. Harlander, W. Hénsel, M. Hennrich, and R.
Blatt, 14-Qubit Entanglement: Creation and Coherence,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 130506 (2011).

[13] P. Sekatski, J.-D. Bancal, S. Wagner, and N. Sangouard,
Certitfying the Building Blocks of Quantum Computers
from Bell’s Theorem, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 180505 (2018).

[14] D. Bures, An extension of Kakutani’s theorem on infinite
product measures to the tensor product of semifinite
w*-algebras, Trans. Am. Math. Soc. 135, 199 (1969).

[15] A. Uhlmann, The “transition probability” in the state space
of a x-algebra, Rep. Math. Phys. 9, 273 (1976).

[16] W. Wootters, A measure of the distinguishability of
quantum states, in Quantum Optics, Experimental Gravity,
and Measurement Theory, edited by P. Meystre and M. O.
Scully, NATO Adv. Sc. Inst. Series Vol. 94 (Springer, Berlin,
1983), http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-3712-6.

[17] P. Busch, On the energy-time uncertainty relation. Part I:
Dynamical time and time indeterminacy, Found. Phys. 20, 1
(1990).

[18] S. Deffner and S. Campbell, Quantum speed limits: From
Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle to optimal quantum
control, J. Phys. A 50, 453001 (2017).

[19] S. Luo, Wigner-Yanase Skew Information and Uncertainty
Relations, Phys. Rev. Lett. 91, 180403 (2003).

[20] P. Gibilisco and T. Isola, On a refinement of Heisenberg
uncertainty relation by means of quantum Fisher informa-
tion, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 375, 270 (2011).

[21] D. P. Pires, M. Cianciaruso, L. C. Celeri, G. Adesso, and
D. O. Soares-Pinto, Generalized Geometric Quantum Speed
Limits, Phys. Rev. X 6, 021031 (2016).

[22] C. Zhang, B. Yadin, Z.-B. Hou, H. Cao, B.-H. Liu, Y.-F.
Huang, R. Maity, V. Vedral, C.-F. Li, G.-C. Guo, and D.
Girolami, Detecting metrologically useful asymmetry and
entanglement by a few local measurements, Phys. Rev. A
96, 042327 (2017).

[23] A. Montanaro, Quantum algorithms: An overview, npj
Quantum Inf. 2, 15023 (2016).

[24] K. Banaszek, M. Cramer, and D. Gross, Focus on quantum
tomography, New J. Phys. 15, 125020 (2013).

[25] Different reshufflings of the same setup define different
partitions. Given a three-partite system ABC, we can
implement three partitions of the {M? M'} type:
{MAB,MC},{MAC,MB},{MBC,MA}.

[26] See  Supplemental Material at  http:/link.aps.org/
supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.170502 for full de-
tails.

[27] Note that the Bures length is different from the Bures
distance, which is defined as 2 — 2F (py, oy ).

[28] S. L. Braunstein and C. M. Caves, Statistical Distance and
the Geometry of Quantum States, Phys. Rev. Lett. 72, 3439
(1994).

[29] S.T. Flammia and Y.-K. Liu, Direct Fidelity Estimation
from Few Pauli Measurements, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106,
230501 (2011).

[30] L. Cincio, Y. SubaAi, A.T. Sornborger, and P.J. Coles,
Learning the quantum algorithm for state overlap, New J.
Phys. 20, 113022 (2018).

[31] H.-Y. Huang, R. Kueng, and J. Preskill, Predicting many
properties of a quantum system from very few measure-
ments, Nat. Phys. 16, 1050 (2020).

[32] J.K. Stockton, J.M. Geremia, A.C. Doherty, and H.
Mabuchi, Characterizing the entanglement of symmetric
many-particle spin-} systems, Phys. Rev. A 67, 022112
(2003).

[33] V. Giovannetti, S. Lloyd, and L. Maccone, Advances in
quantum metrology, Nat. Photonics 5, 222 (2011).

[34] H.-P. Breuer and F. Petruccione, The Theory of Open
Quantum Systems (Oxford University Press, New York,
2007).

[35] S. Amari and H. Nagaoka, Methods of Information Geom-
etry (American Mathematical Society, Providence, 2007).

[36] D. Petz and C. Ghinea, Introduction to quantum Fisher
information, quantum probability and white noise analysis,
Quantum Probability Relat. Top. 27, 261 (2011).

[37] Calling m; the multiplicities of the output state eigenvalues,
there are 2V!/I1;m;! potential 7, which can be transformed
into each other by eigenvalue permutations. We assume to
pick the closest one to the output state.

[38] D. Girolami, How Difficult is it to Prepare a Quantum State?
Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 010505 (2019).

[39] G. Tth and I. Apellaniz, Quantum metrology from a
quantum information science perspective, J. Phys. A 47,
424006 (2014).

[40] S. Boixo, S. T. Flammia, C. M. Caves, and J. M. Geremia,
Generalized Limits for Single-Parameter Quantum Estima-
tion, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 090401 (2007).

[41] S. Aaronson, Multilinear formulas and skepticism of quan-
tum computing, Proc. 36th Ann. ACM symp. Theory
Comput. 15, 118 (2004).

[42] M. A. Nielsen, M. R. Dowling, M. Gu, and A.C. Doherty,
Quantum computation as geometry, Science 311, 1133 (2006).

[43] A.R. Brown and L. Susskind, The second law of quantum
complexity, Phys. Rev. D 97, 086015 (2018).

[44] N. Moll et al.,, Quantum optimization using variational
algorithms on near-term quantum devices, Quantum Sci.
Technol. 3, 030503 (2018).

[45] O. Viyuela, A. Rivas, and M. A. Martin-Delgado, Uhlmann
Phase as a Topological Measure for One-Dimensional
Fermion Systems, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 130401 (2014).

170502-6


https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/ab1ca4
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.77.012307
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.130506
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.180505
https://doi.org/10.1090/S0002-9947-1969-0236719-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0034-4877(76)90060-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-3712-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-3712-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-3712-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-3712-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00732932
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00732932
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aa86c6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.91.180403
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmaa.2010.09.029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.6.021031
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.96.042327
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.96.042327
https://doi.org/10.1038/npjqi.2015.23
https://doi.org/10.1038/npjqi.2015.23
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/15/12/125020
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.170502
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.170502
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.170502
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.170502
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.170502
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.170502
http://link.aps.org/supplemental/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.170502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.72.3439
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.72.3439
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.230501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.230501
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aae94a
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aae94a
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-020-0932-7
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.67.022112
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.67.022112
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphoton.2011.35
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789814338745_0015
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.010505
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/47/42/424006
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/47/42/424006
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.090401
https://doi.org/10.1145/1007352.1007378
https://doi.org/10.1145/1007352.1007378
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1121541
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.086015
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/aab822
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/aab822
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.130401

